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The primary purpose of this study is to examine the percep¬
tions of employees in the City of Paterson, New Jersey towards the
performance appraisal system in the city.
The study is significant because the evaluation of employee
performance is a very critical element of human resource management.
The major findings indicated that the employees in the City of Pater¬
son are very dissatisfied with the current appraisal instrument
utilized in the city. The employees maintain that the instrument
does not measure job-related factors.
The main source of information was obtained from a survey
instrument administered to the employees. In addition, secondary
information was obtained from books, journals and government documents.
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I. INTRODUCTION
Performance appraisal is one of the most important components
of the human resources system. The significance of performance apprai¬
sal has currently escalated because of the interest in employee produc¬
tivity and the types of appraisal techniques that are utilized. Gener¬
ally, performance appraisals are used for personnel decisions such as
pay increases, promotions, disciplinary actions and other related
personnel decisions.
In the 1970s, governmental agencies legally redesigned their
performance appraisal systems to eliminate discriminatory practices.
The merit method was applied to strengthen the performance appraisal
systems and motivate public employees. Specifically, the merit system
was established by the Civil Service legislation to get rid of favo¬
ritism, political considerations and to develop fairness in the per¬
formance of public employment. Therefore, the merit system is to
protect and secure promotions, salary increases, dismissals and other
personnel decisions that affect employees.
In spite of the institution of appraisal and merit systems,
public sector agencies still experience some problems in establishing
objective and fair rating systems. Some of these problems occur as a
result of favoritism or political influence. Consequently, government
agencies become targets of lawsuits when employees perceive that the
criteria utilized in appraisal systems have violated their rights.
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In fact, employees have won many lawsuits through the court
system because the performance evaluation instruments were not devel¬
oped from a systematic job analysis. Examples of such cases are:
Albermarle Paper Company V. Moody (422 U.S. 405 (1975), Wade V. Missis¬
sippi Cooperative Extension Service (372 F. Supp. 126 (1976), Patterson
V. American Tobacco Company (586 F2d. 300 (1978) and Carpenter V.
Stephen F. Austin State University (706 F2d. 6707 (1983). In all of
these cases, the courts ruled that a job analysis is required; the
appraisals must be job-related and objective standards are necessary.
Furthermore, the courts have upheld that employee evaluation should
focus on job specific behaviors rather than on potentially relevant
traits, abilities, and psychological characteristics such as in the
case of Brito V. Zia Company (478 F2d. 1200 (1973). In this specific
case, the court ruled that such factors as appearance, ethical habits,
and loyalty are vague and subjective and may not have impact on job
performance. Additionally, the courts have reacted negatively as well
towards the performance-evaluation systems when the performance stan¬
dards have not been communicated to employees, such as in the case of
Rowe V. General Motors (457 F2d. 348 (1972). It was ruled by the courts
that the subjective standards reviewed in this case be condemned and the
communication of performance standards be required.^ These are a few
examples of major court cases which had serious ramifications for poorly
designed appraisal systems.
^Shelly R. Burchett and Kenneth P. Demuse, "Performance Apprai¬
sal and the Law," Personnel Journal (July 1985)r33-35.
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Presently, one of the municipal governments in the United
States that does not adhere to its administrative code regarding the
maintenance of employees' performance records is the City of Paterson,
New Jersey. In this city, performance appraisal plays an insignifi¬
cant role in determining personnel decisions such as promotion and
salary increases. In addition, the majority of the employees alleged
that the current performance appraisal system in the City is unfair
and personnel decisions such as promotion and salary increases are not
based on actual performance. The purpose of this study, therefore, is
to examine the perceptions of the employees in the City towards the
performance appraisal system.
ir. THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING
Agency and Unit Description
The government of the City of Paterson employs over 1,300
workers. The organizational structure consists of the mayor's office,
seven departments, forty-one divisions, and four statutory agencies.
The mayor is the chief executive and administrative officer
of the city. Within the Office of the Mayor, there is a division of
Policy Planning and Management. This division performs all functions
and discharges all duties necessary to assist the mayor in formulating
policy recommendations for the city boards, agencies and the council.
The Agency
The Paterson Personnel/Payrol1 Division is one of the sub¬
divisions of the Administration Department, in the City of Paterson,
New Jersey. This division was created in 1975 to promote uniformity
in all personnel practices affecting municipal employees. One of the
goals of this action was to assure equality among employees of all
departments and all job classifications in terms of compensation, bene¬
fits, and conditions of employment.
The Personnel/Payroll Division of Paterson, New Jersey, consists
of a staff of nine, headed by a personnel director, a chief clerk, four
payroll clerks, one pension fund supervisor, a clerk-stenographer and
one civil defense supervisor. The personnel director is an administra¬
tive assistant to the Mayor of Paterson. The remaining eight staff
4
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members assist the personnel director in conducting all personnel func¬
tions. The division works to secure municipal employees the right to
equal opportunity employment and its primary concerns are: (I) hiring;
(2) dismissal; (3) recruitment; (4) examination; (5) selection; (6) job
classification; (7) compensation; (8) health benefits; (9) pension plan;
and (10) affirmative action, as well as other traditional personnel
tasks.
The Civil Service Commission, located in Newark, New Jersey, is
responsible for regulating the employment of state, county, and local
government employees by way of a merit system. The City of Paterson is
under the jurisdiction of the State of New Jersey Civil Service Commis¬
sion. Once major examinations are conducted and completed by the Civil
Service Commission, the selections are primarily determined through the
personnel division and finally by the mayor.
The employees are divided into two groups, namely:
TABLE 1
CLASSIFICATION OF EMPLOYEES IN THE
CITY OF PATERSON, NEW JERSEY
Unclassified Cl assified
1. elected by popular vote
2. appointees of the council
1. governed by civil service
law, whether full-time or
part-time, temporary or
permanent3.department heads4.employees in positions for
which the laws of New Jersey
suggest a fixed term







5. appointees who serve at the
pleasure of the mayor
6. not considered temporary
or permanent
7. permitted the same fringe





which the Civil Service
feels can be tested.




for which it is not
practical to hold examina¬
tions. These employees
are entitled to all the
rights and privileges of
civil service except
promotional rights.
5. Labor division includes
unskilled labor employees.
These are entitled to all
the rights and privileges
of Civil Service except
promotional rights.
Source: Paterson, Mew Jersey, Division of Personnel, Paterson,
New Jersey Employee Handbook (Paterson, N.J.: Division of Personnel,
1986), pp. 1-2.
Internship Experience
The internship experience took place at the Paterson Personnel/
Payroll Division, in Paterson, Jew Jersey from September 1985 to
January 1986.
The intern's duties and responsibilities included:
A. reassigning qualified employees to departments for
daily or weekly tasks, so that these units could
7
operate as efficiently and effectively as possible
when regular staff members were not available
because of absenteeism or other major reasons;
B. reviewing and evaluating applications for hiring;
C. helping in preparing the 1986 budget for the city;
D. helping in preparing payroll and salary adjustments
weekly;
reviewing the personnel policy manual in order to
ascertain deficiencies and submitting recommenda¬
tions to the personnel director; and
f. matching job ordinances with job titles established
by the City of Paterson.
Statement of the Problem
According to the City of Paterson's Administrative Code (1975):
The personnel division shall include without limitation,
a job classification and pay plan, uniform rules for
administration of employees' benefits programs, a per¬
sonnel file for each employee, including his or her
initial application, all civil service and other admin¬
istrative actions relating to the individual's perform¬
ance evaluations, and all of which shall at no time be
removed from the department.^
The City's policy requires that employees' records be reviewed and
analyzed in terms of comparative qualifications such as performance
records. This would identify those who perform jobs below their abili¬
ties and the individuals who are eligible for promotions and salary
increases.
Therefore, performance evaluations are to be reviewed annually
to determine promotional advancement and salary increases. The
p
Paterson, New Jersey, City Clerk's Office, Administration Code
of Paterson, New Jersey (Paterson, N.J.: City Clerk Office, 1975), p. 26.
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immediate supervisor evaluates the employees' performance for the past
year and conveys the results to his/her subordinates. It is at this
time that employees can ask questions regarding the evaluation and
verify the performance review by signing the evaluation form, if there
are no discrepancies. Copies of the evaluations are given to the
party involved and all other proper authorities, including the Person¬
nel Division. Then the performance evaluation is kept in each worker's
permanent file for personnel decisions.
Currently, these procedures are not being carried out. Perform
ance evaluations are not being utilized throughout the city government
to support the upgrading of employees, for promotions, or to encourage
performance for pay. Evaluations are usually used to justify personnel
decisions such as promotions and salary increases after the decisions
have previously been made. Employees charged that the reward system
in the City is plagued by cronyism, favoritism and patronage.
In addition, the employees have alleged that the current per¬
formance evaluation instruments are poorly developed and totally unsuit
able for measuring the actual effectiveness of individual performance.
In essence, the workers are of the opinion that performance appraisals
conducted in the city are subjective.
This situation has evoked numerous complaints from the workers
and has also contributed to low morale, lack of motivation and job
dissatisfaction.
III. REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
This section provides a review of background history of the
appraisal system in the public sector and the relevant literature.
Background History
According to Felix Lopez, the federal government's first formal
evaluation program was established in 1842. Several years later, the
federal government's evaluation program was thought to be inadequate
and eventually discontinued. After a thirty-year span, another effort
was made to renew this program. In 1902, the United States Civil Ser¬
vice Commission indicated that a job classification plan was needed
3in order to have an effective and efficient rating system. The early
1900s brought great gain for the federal evaluation program.
In 1949, the Civil Service Commission made a number of recom¬
mendations to government agencies, which included the following: (1)
each agency be allowed to determine whether to have a rating plan; (2)
summary adjectival or numerical rating be eliminated; (3) rating
appeals should only apply to intra-agency administrative review; and
(4) salary increases be separated from the service rating system. All
of these recommendations were consolidated by the Performance Rating
4Act of 1950, with the exception of salary adjustments. Today, annual
3
Felix Lopez, Evaluating Employee Performance (Chicago, IL:




evaluations remain a requirement in the federal government; however, the
distinction is among the approaches and methods that are utilized.
Lopez indicated that the local governments' evaluation programs
began after World War I and continued to grow during the early 1900s.
During this period, the merit system was instituted by many local govern¬
ments. Several different organizations published Model State Civil Laws
that enhanced the expansion of performance evaluation at the local
5
levels of government.
The United States Constitution upheld federal regulation of
employment procedures, but administering employee-selection and perform¬
ance appraisal practices are definitely recent developments. In 1978,
the Civil Service Reform Act indicated that merit shall be applied to
the performance appraisal systems in each federal agency to enhance the
efficiency of federal functions. Additionally, each agency has the
right to select its own appraisal system and pay plan. With regard to
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, public agencies had to structure
their appraisal systems in accordance with the law, no later than
October 1, 1986.^
The merit system was originally established to get rid of the
patronage system which allowed individuals to obtain government posi¬
tions (jobs) in exchange for prior political aid and comradeship.
Merit is a method utilized to control the guidelines and methods that
govern the selection, pay plans, and progression of people who are
Sibid.
^U.S. Congress, Civil Service Reform Act and Reorganization
PI an (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 1132.
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hired, in a fair and consistent manner. Additionally, this method
assists management in removing individuals who are not qualified and
those who have no experience to carry out specific jobs.
Mathis and Jackson indicated that some individuals, such as
"relatives, long-term supporters, or even people with dubious pasts,
have served in government jobs because of who they are and not by
reason of qualification. They maintain that "a merit system operates
through adequate publicity, open opportunity to apply for positions,
realistic job-related standards and ranking of candidates on abili-
g
ties." The 1978 Civil Service Reform Act abolished the Civil Service
Commission and replaced it with the Office of Personnel Management and
9
the Merit System Protection Board.
There were several changes included in the Civil Service Reform
Act which allowed the federal government personnel system to adopt some
of the private sector practices, such as:
Government executives now can earn pay bonuses for out¬
standing work. Under the old system, standard pay
raises were granted almost automatically to all employees.
Also, ineffective performers in the upper levels can be
demoted more easily now because an improved system of
appraising employee performance, coupled with a less cum¬
bersome appeals process, allows greater flexibility in
removing poor performers.10
^Robert L. Mathis and John H. Jackson, Personnel/Human






Arthur Procter indicated that the public sector needs an objec¬
tive formal rating system because of the undue political pressures
exerted on staffing in the past. To protect and secure the practices
and procedures for advancement and promotions, as well as measuring
individual efficiency from partisan influences, the objective rating
system needs to be in existence. Procter further stated thatan objec¬
tive rating of individual efficiency is needed as a basis for the
administration of salary increases and promotion in accordance with
the merit principle.
Procter also stated that the civil service laws have provided
guidelines that clearly deal with efficiency of public workers. These
guidelines support the maintenance of relative efficiency of public
workers and are to be utilized as the foundation for retention,
advancement and promotion. However, there has been no complete suc¬
cess with implementing a system for documenting and measuring indivi¬
dual efficiency. According to this author, a method is still needed
if the administration of public employment is to be on a uniform and
equitable basis. He concluded by recommending the following as inte¬
gral components of a successful maintenance of individual efficiency
records: (1) it requires a proper rating system which is reliable
and not too complicated to measure; (2) it requires a properly
^^Arthur Procter, Principles of Public Personnel Administra¬
tion (New York: Appleton, 1921), pp. 162-163.
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conceived and properly controlled rating organization meaning that
individual efficiency ratings are initially prepared, reviewed,
12
recorded, and applied.
Definition, Objectives, and Goals
of Performance Appraisal
According to the Federal Personnel Manual, a performance apprai¬
sal system is:
... a system established by an agency under sub-chapter
1 of chapter 43 of title 5, United States Code, and
Part 430 of 5 CFR, which provides for establishment of
performance standards, identification of critical ele¬
ments, communication of standards and critical elements
to employees, establishment of methods and procedures to
appraise performance against established standards, and
appropriate use of appraisal information in making per¬
sonnel decision.
Similarly, "performance appraisal is the process of determining how
well employees do their jobs compared to a set of standards, and
14
communicating that information to the employee."
The Federal Personnel Manual also stated the following:
(1) to improve the management of staff resources
by helping employees realize and utilize
their full potential in carrying out the
agency mission; and
(2) to provide information to employees, super¬
visors, and managers for use in making work-
^^Ibid., .p. 163.
■^•^Office of Personnel Management, Federal Personnel Manual
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1986), p. 3.





as the objectives of performance appraisal.
Michael Beer has outlined the specific goals that both the
organization and employees want a performance appraisal system to
accomplish. These goals are presented in table 2.
TABLE 2
THE ORGANIZATION AND EMPLOYEE GOALS
Evaluation Goals Coaching and Development Goals
1. To give feedback to subordi¬
nates so they know where they
stand.
2. To develop valid data for pay
(salary and bonus) and promo¬
tion decisions and to provide
a means of communicating
these decisions.
3. To help the manager in making
discharge and retention deci¬
sions and to provide a means
of warning subordinates about
unsatisfactory performance.
1. To counsel and coach subordi¬
nates so that they will improve
their performance and develop
future potential.
2. To develop commitment to the
larger organization through
discussion of career opportuni¬
ties and career planning.
3. To motivate subordinates through
recognition and support.
4. To strengthen supervisor-
subordinate relations.
5. To diagnose individual and
organizational problems.
Source: Michael Beer, "Note on Performance Appraisal,"
Readings in Human Resources Management (New York: The Free Press,
Inc., 1985), p. 315.
15Office of Personnel Management, Federal Personnel Manual,
p. 13.
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Types of Performance Appraisal Systems
Arthur Meidan discussed two ranking methods which are often
referred to as comparison techniques that are simple and affordable.
These methods involve the evaluator recognizing the top performer and
continuing until the worst performer has been ranked. The first of
these is the Alternative-Ranking technique. This method is carried
out by the rater reviewing a list of all the workers and then identi¬
fying the best from the poorest performer by placing them on a sepa¬
rate list. Consequently, the best and worst performers from the
list are alternatively selected until each worker has been ranked.
Workers' positions that fall into the middle of the list are last to
be filled by this method.
The second method is called the paired comparison. This
method involves the rater comparing and ranking each worker to each
other. Although the paired comparison method can be found in different
forms, most of the time it reviews two workers during the same dura¬
tion, and then the top performer will be determined by the number of
times he/she is selected over the other employees. This method even¬
tually becomes a problem when there are too many workers to be con-
considered.
Meidan stated that the number of comparisons in the paired
method can be calculated by utilizing the following formula: N (N-1) N
16 2
represents the frequency of individuals being rated. As a matter
^^Arthur Meidan, "Methods of Appraisal," The Appraisal of
Managerial Performance (New York: American Management Association,
1981), p. 26.
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of fact, Mathis and Jackson gave the following example when utilizing
this formula:
A manager with 15 subordinates would compare one person's
performance to the other 14 employees. Each employee in
turn would be compared in similar fashion. The manager
doing the ratings would have to make 105 differnt compari¬
sons on each rating factor,17
Meidan summarized four major problems with the ranking tech¬
niques in his discussion. First, workers are ranked only in one area,
which means that the employee who performed poorly in the area used
for ranking, but performed extremely well in other areas, would be
ranked unfairly. According to Meidan, this problem makes ranking a
highly unrealistic method. Secondly, if the number of workers to be
ranked is over ten, then ranking by paired comparisons becomes diffi¬
cult. Thirdly, the number of the differences between successive ranks
may not be the same, so that, for example, the difference between the
third and fourth worker may not equal the difference between the
fourth and fifth workers. Finally, it is difficult to apply the out¬
comes of ranking for developmental and feedback purposes because the
18
method provides very little information and insight.
Guvenc G. Alpander identified two additional ranking methods.
The first technique is the Straight-Ranking technique. This method
utilizes specific standards, for example, "performance or effectiveness
^^Mathis and Jackson, Personnel/Human Resource Management, p.
18




and appraises each employee in relation to that factor." if the
rater is acquainted with the workers' abilities and is capable of not
being subjective then, this method can produce positive outcomes.
However, there can be a problem if workers fall in the bottom half of
the ranking. According to A1pander, most workers feel that their per¬
formance is average or above average, therefore, ranking could lead to
20
dissatisfaction and hostility within the group.
The second ranking method discussed by Alpander is a modifica¬
tion of the straight-ranking method; it is called the Forced Distribu¬
tion. According to Alpander, this method requires an evaluator to
distribute the workers among various categories. This is done by
approximating a normal frequency distribution such as 10, 20, 40, 20,
21
10 percent categories. The distribution can differ depending on the
organization. The figure below illustrates a Forced-Distribution scale.
Randall S. Schuler and Stuart A. Youngblood pointed out that
the problem with Forced-Distribution is that a certain group may fall
into the fixed percentages. In addition, Mathis and Jackson main¬
tained that the problem is that the supervisor may hold out in placing
22
individuals in the lowest or highest group. They further stated
^^Guvenc 6. Alpander, "Performance Appraisal," Human Resource








ILLUSTRATION OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF 13 AND 20
EMPLOYEES ON A FORCED--DISTRIBUTION SCALE
Total Number Low Next Middle Next High
of Employees 10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
13 1 3 5 3 1
20 2 4 8 4 2
Source: L. L. Cummings and Donald P. Schwab, Performance in
Organizations: Determinants Appraisal (Chicago: Scott, Foreman and
Company, 1973), p. 84.
that problems will arise when the rater must explain to the worker
the reason or reasons for placing certain individuals in one group and
others in higher groups. Mathis and Jackson gave an example of a
forced-distribution with a head nurse ranking her employees along a
scale and assigning a certain number of workers at different perform¬
ance levels. This method assumes the well-known "bell-shape curve" of
performance exists in a given group, (See Figure 2.) However, the
authors maintain that small groups may have no reason to assume that a
bell-shaped distribution of performance exists. They concluded that in
some cases the supervisors may feel pressured to make certain distinc-
23
tions betweenworkers that may not even exist.
Alpander also agreed in his conclusion that in general, the









Source: Robert L. Mathis and John H. Jackson, Personnel/
Human Resource Management (St. Paul, MN: West Publishing Co., 1985),
p. 349.
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one's performance, but, they cannot be utilized for developmental
purposes. He also supported the usage of comparison techniques for
merit, compensation and promotions. As a matter of fact, this method
is usually utilized for nonsupervisory workers. Alpander clearly
stated that our modern society concentrates on development of job-
related standards for performance, therefore, the comparison tech-
24
niques are not very popular.
Mathis and Jackson further discussed two types of category
rating methods. The first one is referred to as the graphic rating
scale. This scale is utilized by supervisors to rate workers and
the evaluator checks the appropriate place on the scale for each duty
described. A blank area is provided after each factor is rated for
the rater to make any additional comments.
The problems with the graphic rating scale are:
(1) often separate traits or factors are grouped together
and the rater is given only one box to check; (2) the
descriptive words often used in such scales may have dif¬
ferent meanings for different raters. Factors such as
initiative and cooperation are subject to many interpre¬
tations, especially when used in conjunction with words
such as outstanding, average, or poor.25
The second rating method is called the Checklist. This method
provides supervisors with a set of statements that best describes the
quality and performance of individual workers. Supervisors can make
24
Alpander, Human Resources Management Planning, p. 225.
25
Mathis and Jackson, Personnel/Human Resource Management,
pp. 345-346.
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changes in the checklist to provide different weights to certain
statements or words. This is done to adequately measure the outcome.
However, the evaluator is unaware of the weights and the scores that
are completed by the appropriate person in the personnel division.
The authors noted several problems with the checklist methods,
which are: "(1) the words or statements may have different meaning
to different raters; (2) the rater cannot readily discern the rating
results if a weighted checklist is used; and (3) the rater does not
27
assign the weights to each factor." Therefore, usage of the infor¬
mation obtained becomes limited because the actual rater cannot talk
about the actual rating with the worker. As a matter of fact, this
particular situation will cause problems when counseling the workers.
Stephen J. Carroll and Craig E. Schneier also identified two
types of rating techniques. The first one is referred to as the
Critical-Incident technique. This technique contains incidents estab¬
lished by the workers' supervisors that discriminate between successful
and unsuccessful performance, or those which are critical to success
on the job. According to the authors, this method is carried out by
the evaluators stating which incidents they have actually observed for
each worker. This particular method does not place the rater in the
position of judging one based on his/her traits, however, it allows the




Carroll and Sehneier indicated that the critical-incident technique is
scarcely used but, they are more popular in developing behaviorally
28
based rating scales of different types.
Evelyn Eichel and Henry E. Bender discussed the critical-
incident technique as well. According to the authors, this technique
can provide significant feedback for ratees and it allows supervisors
to discuss actual incidents with their employees. Eichel and Bender
found in their research that it has been recommended that when large
numbers of critical incidents are collected, abstracted and categorized,
they can be applied to training programs, selecting and classifying
employees, and designing of equipment. However, Eichel and Bender indi¬
cated that the problems with the critical-incident technique is that
it is too time-consuming and lack efficiency in recording incidents for
each of their employees on a day-to-day or weekly basis. As a result,
29
feedback is frequently delayed.
The second method identified by Carroll and Sehneier is called
the Forced-Choice. According to the authors, this technique is aimed
at evaluating whether a certain trait or behavior was related to the
ratee, rather than the extent to which a trait is possessed. Carroll
^^Stephen J. Carroll and Craig E. Sehneier, "Rating Methods:
Scales, Checklist, and Ranking," Performance Appraisal and Review
Systems: The Identification , Measurement and Development of Perfor¬
mance in Organizations (Dallas, TX: Scott, Foreman Series in Management
and Organization, 1982), p. 121.
29
Evelyn Eichel and Henry E. Bender, "Performance Appraisal
Techniques," Performance Appraisal: A Study of Current Techniques
(New York: AMA Research and Information Service, 1984), p. 41.
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and Schneier indicated that forced-choice techniques were developed to
help get rid of or diminish the evaluator's subjectivity often referred
to as the leniency error and halo effect. The forced-choice method is
carried out by the raters simply by checking two items on the list
which are most descriptive of the ratee. The score received is the
number of discriminatory items checked. The authors stated that the
forced-choice system is helpful because evaluators are required to
select between what may appear as equally favorable or unfavorable
alternatives, preventing them from checking only the most favorable
30
traits for those they favor.
Mathis and Jackson stated in their discussion that the prob¬
lems with the forced-choice methods is in constructing and validating
its statements (especially in small agencies) and explaining the rat¬
ings in an appraisal interview. The authors gave an example of the
items in this method, as depicted in Figure 3.
J. Peter Graves discussed rating scales in general. Accord¬
ing to this author's evaluation, the rating scales are simple and
straightforward and the evaluators can check any point on the scale
they wish. Graves stated that the major problem with these techniques
is their unreliability. Although the simplicity of such techniques
should mean that the evaluation will be effective, yet it can mean
the following problems may occur:
^^Carroll and Schneier, "Rating Methods: Scales, Checklist,




Choose the statements which most nearly and least accurately describe
the person being rated by placing M (most) and L (least) in the space
to the left.
A. Seldom wastes time
B. Comfortable around others
C. Fails to plan ahead
D. Learns concepts quickly
Source: Robert L. Mathis and John H, Jackson, Personnel/Human
Resource Management (St. Paul, MN: West Publishing Company, 1985), p.
348.
(1) all persons could be rated outstanding
when they really are not;
(2) raters can give higher ratings when they
know that ratees will be shown the
appraisals (research has shown this to
be almost universally the case);
(3) a harsh rater can rate everyone lower
than an average or what a lenient rater
would;
(4) if a salary decision has already been made,
the ratings can easily be made to justify
the salary action.31
Graves indicated that this list of problems can go on continu¬
ously but there is a list of controls to prevent such problems from
oi
J. Peter Graves, "Let's Put Appraisal Back in Performance
Appraisal: Part I," Personnel Journal (November 1982):848.
25
occurring. The author briefly discussed a few of the control mecha¬
nisms; for example, an organization can prevent all ratees from being
rated too high by establishing minimum and maximum percentages for the
number of ratings in each category. Graves further stated the fol¬
lowing:
Organizations may allow five percent in the outstand¬
ing category, or require at least two percent in the
bottom category. That would be fine, unless there is
only one percent outstanding. Another four percent
would be rated higher to fill a quota. Or what if
you had a highly qualified group with ten percent who
are really outstanding. Such a rule would permit only
half of the best performers to be accurately rated.32
Graves indicated that this cure could be worse than the disease.
Graves maintained that sometimes appraisals are required to be
completed and filed before salary discussions begin, to prevent the
decision from manipulating the appraisal. In addition, the author
indicated that organizations can have elaborate rater training pro¬
grams to prevent leniency and control tendency errors. However, these
control mechanisms are expensive and burdensome to the administration
of the rating process. According to the author, there is no way of
really determining whether the control mechanisms improve the lack of
reliability that is inherent in the rating scale. Therefore, with all
of the benefits of being a simple, straightforward process, the cost






Richard I. Henderson discusses the use of Management-by-
Objectives (MBO) as a technique used to evaluate workers. MBO pro¬
vides objectives to be accomplished; consequently, the author defined
MBO as "a process that joins the planning, doing, and control func-
34
tions of an organization." Henderson indicated that MBO has been
proclaimed as a process that can successfully complete organizational
and work unit goals and organization and indivdual goals. According
to the author, MBO has also provided a means for analyzing organiza¬
tional requirements and the organization's capacity for meeting
35
changes in demands.
Henderson asserted that MBO has had very little effect on
improving the performance of American organizations for the following
reasons:
(1) The management of far too many organizations has
been unwilling to take the time and accept the
cost necessary to communicate to every level in
the organization exactly what the objectives and
goals of the organization are and the contribu¬
tions that each work unit and each worker must
provide in order for the organization to achieve
these objectives and goals.
(2) There has been a wide scale misunderstanding about
the entire issue of participation and negotiation
in goal setting.^6
^^Richard I, Henderson, "The Linking-Pin for Planning," Per-





Meidan iadicated in his discussion of MBO techniques that the
major problems are setting high standards and using a system of
rewards in MBO because goals are set for each individual separately.
According to Meidan, employees could possibly set goals that are
fairly easy to accomplish, and this could cause damage to the overall
organizational goal. In addition, Meidan concluded by stating that
some managers criticize MBO because they feel that it is mainly a
37
management development tool and not an evaluative method. In fact.
Graves indicated in his article that MBO is not evaluative, therefore,
the accomplished objectives are not helpful in the management decision¬
making process unless they can be appraised or evaluated. Therefore,
Graves concluded by stating that in using the MBO method, one's judge¬
ment must always follow, so managers or supervisors can have the infor-
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mation they need for decision-making.
H. John Bernardin identified Behaviorally Anchored Rating
Scales (BARS) as a technique for evaluating employees' performance.
He described this technique as a graphic rating scale which contained
specific behavior descriptions utilizing different points along each
scale. According to Bernardin, each scale represented a dimension or
factor considered important for job performance. He also stated that
both the raters and ratees were involved in the development of the
^^Meidan, "Methods of Appraisal," p. 27.
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Graves, "Let's Put Appraisal Back in Performance Appraisal:
Part I," p. 850.
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dimension and the production of behavioral descriptions. He further
stated that the purpose of BARS is to encourage observation and
explicit formulation of the implications and interpretations of beha-
39
vior.
Graves underscored the major problems with the BARS technique
as follows: (1) it is too time-consuming; and (2) too costly. It is
common that a job analysis technique identifies the areas of a job
that should be evaluated. A complete set of behavioral anchors must
be written for each dimension, usually five to ten dimensions, for one
single job. The most important individuals such as the high perfor¬
mers and their managers must participate in this task or it cannot be
accomplished. Graves concluded that the job analysis performed for
one job is not valid for another, therefore, the entire process must
40
be repeated for every single job.
Randall S. Schuler and Stuart A. Youngblood also discussed
various performance appraisal methods. The first technique they
referred to was the Narrative Essay. This method identifies the
workers' weaknesses and strengths and provides certain suggestions for
improving their weaknesses. Since this method is in essay form, it is
often considered unstructured, therefore, the detailed information can
John Bernardin, "Performance Appraisal," Performance
Appraisal Methods and Formats (Boston, MA: Kent Publishing Company,
1984), p. 28
^^Graves, "Let's Put Appraisal Back in Performance Appraisal:
Part I," p. 850.
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be interpreted differently by the evaluators. Consequently, this
becomes a problem in an organization when comparing workers. According
to the authors, this method only gives qualitative information and can¬
not simply be utilized for such decisions as salary increases, promo¬
tions, and layoffs."^^
Schuler and Youngblood discussed a second method which was
referred to as the Conventional Rating. This method evaluates a variety
of areas in performance relating to the personality characteristics or
traits of a worker. Therefore, the employee's "actual behaviors as
42
indicators of performance allow the term to be used advisedly." The
authors indicated that traits such as aggressiveness, independence,
maturity and sense of responsibility, quantity and quality of perfor¬
mance can be vulnerable to legal challenges.
The Conventional Rating method is utilized quite often because
it is easily developed; it contains various areas of performance and
it gives measurable outcomes. However, as Schuler and Youngblood indi¬
cated, this method is controlled by the evaluator and can cause nume¬
rous errors. These errors have been recognized as leniency, strictness,
central tendency, and halo, in addition to not being useful for develop-
43
mental purposes. The authors maintained that such a method does not
^^andall S. Schuler and Stuart A. Youngblood, "Performance
Appraisal," Effective Performance Management (St. Paul, MN: West




inform workers on how to improve their performance and is not helpful
for the workers' career development needs. However, to rectify this
problem, organizations can provide a space below on each form for
comments but it will not always guarantee feedback nor improve workers'
44
performance.
Schuler and Youngblood identified a third technique called the
Behavioral Observation Scale (BOS). This method is very similar to
the BARS technique but the scale and its format, and the scoring pro¬
cedure are constructed differently. Therefore, they are different in
the way terms are chosen for developing the area of performance and
the scoring procedures.
Schuler and Youngblood maintain that the BOS technique provides
a statistical analysis that is utilized to identify those behaviors
which distinctly separate the good performers from the poor performers.
However, the problems with this technique are duration and the amount
of money that is spent in its development. The BOS is formed for each
job, as such, the cost may outweigh the benefits. Also, the behavioral
areas may avoid the main component of most tasks.
In addition, Schuler and Youngblood also described yet another
technique; Direct Index, which evaluates workers' performance based
on objective, impersonal guidelines, such as productivity, absenteeism
and turnover. The authors gave the following example: a supervisor's
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performance can be measured by the number of employees working effec¬
tively for that supervisor. For nonsupervisors, evaluation of producti¬
vity can be more appropriate. Therefore, the measures of productivity
can be divided into measures of quality and quantity. According to the
authors, quality measures include scrap rates, clients' complaints, and
the frequency of defective units or parts produced. On the other hand,
the quantity measures include units of output each hour, new client
45




This study is basically a descriptive analysis. The primary
data were obtained by administering a survey instrument adapted from
the 1986 National Park Service Employee Survey to a sample of employees
of the City of Paterson, New Jersey, who volunteered to participate.
The survey contained numerous statements that the employees were asked
to respond to by indicating whether they: (a) Strongly Agree; (b)
Agree; (c) Undecided; (d) Disagree; and (e) Strongly Disagree. The
sample population consisted of eighty competitive classified full-time
city employees.
This group of eighty employees consisted of fifty-three females
and thirty-seven males. Secondary data were obtained from books, jour¬
nals and government documents.
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V. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
A survey instrument was administered in order to ascertain
employee perceptions of the performance appraisal system within the
City of Paterson, New Jersey. The workers were asked to respond to
the various statements by indicating whether they: Strongly Agree
(SA); Agree (A), Undecided (UN); Disagree (D); and Strongly Disagree
(SD).
Employees' Satisfaction with the
Performance Appraisal Evaluation
Table 3 below provides both the percentage distribution and
the number of workers who responded to the various statements.
When the workers were asked to respond to the statement as to
whether their performance ratings give an actual and fair picture of
their performance, 1.3 percent strongly agreed; and 28.7 percent
agreed with that statement, while 10 percent were undecided; 52.5
percent disagreed and 7.5 percent strongly disagreed. Similarly, 32.5
percent agreed with the assertion that the performance plan included
all the significant factors of their job descriptions, while 7.5
percent were undecided, 53.7 percent disagreed and 6.3 percent strongly
disagreed.
The main reason for the negative responses to both questions






Statements (SA) (A) (UN) (D) (SD)
S-1 My performance ratings
give an actual and
fair picture of my job
performance. 1.3 28.7 10.0 52.5 7.5 Percentage
1 23 8 42 6 Number
S-2 The performance ele¬
ments in my perfor¬
mance plan include all
of the significant
factors of my job 0 32.5 7.5 53.7 6.3 Percentage
description 0 26 6 43 5 Number
S-3 I have received my
annual performance
rating each year
on time. 15.0 52.5 1.3 13.7 17.5 Percentage
12 42 1 11 14 Number
N = 80
Source: Compiled by the writer from responses to the survey
instrument, 1987.
currently being utilized is geared towards measuring non-job related
factors such as traits or personal characteristics of the workers.
Specifically, Sally Nickels (one of the participants) indicated that
the appraisal instrument used in the Human Resources Department
(where she works) is inappropriate because it does not measure job-
35
related factors. She stated that the appraisal instrument (see Ap¬
pendix) attempts to find out whether or not they are friendly
towards their supervisors and co-workers. Nickels is of the opinion
that such questions are totally irrelevant to evaluating job perfor-
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mance. As previously stated, Schuler and Youngblood indicated that
an appraisal method which attempts to evaluate workers' personality
traits rather than actual behavior as indicators of performance allows
the term performance to be used ill-advisedly. Organizations that
utilize traits such as aggressiveness, independence, maturity, sense of
responsibility, quantity and quality can be vulnerable to legal chal-
1enges.
On a positive note, 15 percent strongly agreed and 52.2 percent
agreed with the statement that the workers did receive their annual
performance evaluations on time. However, 1.3 percent was undecided,
13.7 percent disagreed and 17.5 percent strongly disagreed. Interest¬
ingly, such efficiency in providing workers with the performace rat¬
ings on time is totally useless since the appraisal fails to provide
workers with any meaningful assessment of their actual job performance.
Table 4 below assesses the utility of the performance apprai¬
sal in the city.
AC
Interview with Sally Nickels, City of Paterson employee,
Paterson, New Jersey, 15 May 1987.









S-3 My last performance
rating helped me to
improve my perfor- 0 *16.2 *16.3 57.5 10.0 Percentage
mance. 0 13 13 46 8 Number
S-4 My last performance
rating helped me to
make substantial
contributions to my 0 13.7 20.0 60.0 6.3 Percentage
organization. 0 11 16 48 5 Number
S-5 My last performance
rating helped me to
determine my strengths
and weaknesses in per- 3.8 17.5 25.0 46.2 7.5 Percentage
forming my job. 3 14 20 37 6 Number
*Percentages rounded to the nearest number.
N = 80
Source: Compiled by the writer from responses to the survey
instrument, 1987.
When the workers were asked to respond to the statement that
attempts to find out whether their last performance rating helped them
to improve their performance, 16.2 percent agreed and 16.3 percent
were undecided; on the other hand, 57.5 percent disagreed and 10
percent strongly disagreed with that statement. Additionally, 13.7
37
percent agreed with the assertion that their last performance rating
helped them to make substantial contributions to the organization while
20 percent were undecided, 60 percent disagreed and 6.3 percent strongly
disagreed. Finally, 3.8 percent strongly agreed and 17.5 percent agreed
with the statement that their last performance rating helped them to
determine their strengths and weaknesses in performing their job, how¬
ever, 25 percent were undecided, 46.2 percent disagreed and 7.5 percent
strongly disagreed.
The primary reason given by the participants for responding
negatively to the statement as to whether their last performance rating
helped them to improve their performance was that the evaluation rating
did not have an impact upon work-related decisions. The respondents
explained that most of the time, their supervisors provide performance
ratings to justify personnel decisions that have already been taken. As
a result, many employees share the opinion of Cornell Jones (one of the
participants) that the performance ratings have no effect on his motiva-
48
tion or determination to improve his performance. Similarly, Liberman
discussed in his article that supervisors tend to risk improving workers'
performance because they carry out the process of evaluations impro-
T 49perly.
Performance appraisals are intended to be utilized to enhance
the performance of workers and to help them identify areas in which they
48Tnterview with Cornell Jones, City of Paterson employee,
Paterson, Mew Jersey, 15 May 1987.
Aaron Liberman, "Personal Evaluation-A Proposal for Employ¬
ment Standards," Public Personnel Management, 4 (1975):187.
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may be having problems. However, the participants in this case study do
not share this stated objective because the performance ratings within
the city serve no real purpose in providing valid information to help
employees to improve their performance.
It became evident during the interviews with some workers that
the main reason why the majority of the workers indicated that their
performance rating did not help them to make any contributions to the
organization was that these workers were of the opinion that management
and supervisory personnel did not recognize superior performance. In
fact, Michael Greene (one of the participants) indicated that his super¬
visor does not give him the recognition for the job he was hired to per¬
form, therefore, going beyond what is required would be wasted effort.
The lack of recognition for work well done and the absence of any incen¬
tive to reward good performance have contributed to demoralization of the
workers in the city.^^
Finally, the workers were of the opinion that the inability of
the city's evaluation rating system to help them ascertain their strengths
and weaknesses was mainly due to the fact that supervisors failed to
provide reasons for what they considered to be weaknesses in workers'
performance. Lester Elleby stated that his supervisor lists his strengths
and weaknesses on his evaluation form but he fails to discuss why certain
ratings are given. As a result, he continues to perform his job the
same way because no one has really explained what problems he was having
^^Interview with Michael Greene, City of Paterson employee,
Paterson, New Jersey, 16 May 1987.
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or how he could rectify those problematic areas.
Supervisor-employee communication is very important during the
evaluation process. This process helps the workers to clearly understand
what their strengths and weaknesses are and what is expected of them (the
worker). In addition, this process is useful for the employees and
supervisor to determine how both the worker and the organization can best
work together. However, according to the participants, the evaluation
ratings are not helpful in determining their strengths and weaknesses
since their supervisors fail to discuss the results of the evaluation.
The response from the statement provided in this section indi¬
cate that the city workers in Paterson view the current performance eval¬
uation as inappropriate to measure a worker's actual job performance
because of the deficiencies in the organization's performance plan. The
respondents also perceived their evaluation rating as useless because of
the insignificant role it plays in making personnel decisions. Conse¬
quently, these problems have impacted negatively on the workers' motiva¬
tion and initiative as well as their ability to make substantial contri¬
butions to the city.
Employees' Attitudes Towards
Promotional Opportunities and
Rewards for Good Performance
Table 5 below represents the distribution of the employees'
responses to the various statements.
51
Interview with Lester Elleby, City of Paterson employee,
Paterson, New Jersey, 16 May 1987.
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TABLE 5
EMPLOYEES' PERCEPTIONS TOWARDS PROMOTION
Statements (SA)
Responses
(A) (UN) (D) (SD)
S-6 I am satisfied with
my opportunities
for receiving a 0 25.0 11.2 53.8 10.0 Percentaqe
promotion 0 20 9 43 8 Number
S-7 I know exactly what
factors are con¬
sidered to get a
promotion in this 8.8 80.0 6.2 2.5 2.5 Percentaqe
organization. 7 64 5 2 2 Number
S-8 Various techniques
used to choose
employees for pro- 1.3 11.2 22.5 35.0 30.0 Percentage
motion are fair. 1 9 18 28 24 Number
N = 80
Source: Compiled by the writer from responses to the survey
instrument, 1987.
When these workers were asked whether they were satisfied with
their opportunities for receiving promotions, 25 percent agreed. On
the other hand, 53.8 percent disagreed and 10 percent strongly dis¬
agreed; but 11.2 percent were undecided. Similarly, 1.3 percent
strongly agreed and 11.2 percent agreed with the assertion that
various techniques used to choose employees for promotion are fair.
However, 22.5 percent were undecided, 35.0 percent disagreed and 30.0
percent strongly disagreed.
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In theory, the promotional opportunities in the City of Paterson
must be posted and employees who have traditionally been denied access
to better jobs must be encouraged to apply. Women and minorities should
be informed that they are eligible for promotion to any job, on the basis
of individual qualification, regardless of whether such jobs have been
traditionally held by members of one sex or race. Records of all
employees will be reviewed and an analysis of comparative qualifications
such as education, work experience, seniority and performance records
will be conducted in order to identify individuals working at jobs below
their abilities. The employees will be interviewed to further assess
their potential and to obtain additional information of their backgrounds
and career interests. The information gathered will be placed in a file
and targeted employees will be notified when promotional opportunities
become available. It is intended that the implementation of this pro¬
cedure will lead to the development of an ongoing career counseling pro¬
gram for employees in the City of Paterson.
In practice, however, the municipal government of Paterson does
not implement the city's promotional policy in an equitable manner. Most
of the respondents stated that they were not satisfied with the promo¬
tional opportunities because the various techniques utilized in identify¬
ing individuals for promotion are flawed. Objective factors such as
employees' education, work experience and seniority as criteria for pro¬
motion cannot be manipulated by supervisors' judgements and/or subjec¬
tivity. However, most of the participants indicated that supervisors
deliberately rate employees whom they favor very highly. On the other
42
hand, those who are not liked are rated poorly. This situation has led
the respondents to believe that favoritism is a major factor that in¬
fluences promotions in the City, Consequently, the interviewees maintain
that performance evaluations are utilized to justify apriori decisions
made by supervisors, therefore, ratings are based on subjectivity and
favoritism. Although Procter stated that an objective formal rating
system would protect and secure the practices and procedures for advance¬
ment and promotions, as well as measure individual efficiency from par-
tisan influences, the City of Paterson has failed to develop a rat¬
ing system that can accomplish these.
Interestingly, 8.8 percent strongly agreed and 80.0 percent
agreed with the assertion that they know exactly what factors are con¬
sidered to get a promotion; however, 6.2 percent were undecided, 2.5
percent disagreed and 2.5 percent strongly disagreed.
Most of the interviewees responded negatively to the statement
that the different techniques utilized to select employees for promotion
are fair. The reasons given by the participants were related to the per¬
formance appraisal having the following problems:
(1) It focuses on the employees' personal traits
rather than job-related factors. This has
allowed supervisors to abuse the rating system
by using it as a personal tool to rationalize
rates in order to support their own prejudices
towards workers on the basis of their own dis¬
like or like for an employee;
(2) It is not adequately able to control the rat¬
ings of individual efficiency.
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Procter, Principles of Public Personnel Administration, p, 15.
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Table 6 below represents the distribution of the employees'




Statements (SA) (A) (UN) (D) (SD)
S-8 Monetary rewards are not
associated with my job 58.8 26.6 8.7 2.5 3.7 Percentages
performance. 47 21 7 2 3 Number
S-10 Promotions and unanti¬
cipated consequences for
pay increases generally
rely upon how wel1 a
person performs his or 1.3 10.0 23.7 30.0 35.0 Percentages
her job. 1 8 19 24 28 Number
N = 80
Source; Compiled by the writer from responses to the survey
instrument, 1987.
When the workers were asked to respond to the statement that
monetary rewards are not associated with their job performance, 58.8
percent strongly agreed and 26.6 percent agreed with that statement;
while 8.7 percent were undecided, 2.5 percent disagreed and 3.7 percent
strongly disagreed. Furthermore, 1.3 percent strongly agreed and 10.0
percent agreed with the assertion that promotions and unanticipated
consequences for pay increases generally rely upon how well a person
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performs his/her job. On the other hand, 23.7 percent were undecided,
30.0 percent disagreed and 35.0 percent strongly disagreed.
The main reason why the respondents either strongly agreed or
agreed with the question regarding monetary rewards is that in the
absence of a well-developed and objective instrument for measuring job
performance, favoritism and arbitrariness become the rule. The respon¬
dents are of the opinion that this is the case with the City of Pater¬
son.
Performance evaluation is one of the key tools for deter¬
mining an employee's pay increase on the basis of how well he/she has
performed over the past year. Consequently, the outcome of the perfor¬
mance evaluation affects the amount in percentages applied to the
employees' yearly salaries. Therefore, performance evaluations must be
objective and accurate in determining one's performance in order for
each worker to see a relationship between pay and his/her performance.
As a matter of fact, Cummings and Schwab maintain that workers must
have a perception that their performance is adequately measured in
order for the reward system to be effective. They further stated that
workers must also feel that the rewards are directly related to favor-
53able appraisals. In addition, Winstanley stated that merit pay can
only work when the organization has done a good job of evaluating
54
workers' performance.
L. Cummings and Donald P. Schwab, Performance in Organiza¬
tions: Determinants and Appraisal (Glenview, IL: Scott, Foreman and
Company, 1973), p. 43.
^^Nathan Winstanely, "How Accurate are Performance Appraisals?"
Personnel Administrator (August 1980):58.
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Most of the participants also responded negatively to the state
ment that promotions and unanticipated consequences for pay increases
generally rely upon how well a person performs his or her job. The
primary reason given by the participants for their negative responses
is that they felt that the entire process of selecting people for pro¬
motion is flawed and unfair. The interviewees feel that the types of
relationships that exist between employees and their supervisors play
a major role in determining promotions. Secondly, the respondents are
also of the opinion that promotions and pay increases are awarded to
workers in exchange for political favors.
The responses from the statements provided in this section indi
cate that the employees in Paterson perceive inequity in their promo¬
tional opportunities. The respondents feel that supervisors provide
no communication (feedback) to the employees about their evaluation
ratings. It is evident that this situation has an impact on the inter¬
viewees' job satisfaction. Additionally, the workers see no relation¬
ship between the reward system and job performance. However, employees
are likely to work hard if they feel that their efforts will be re¬
warded and that the rewards are administered fairly.
VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Performance appraisal is a very critical element to the manage¬
ment of human resources. It is a procedure that is usually conducted
on an annual basis to ascertain exactly how well employees perform
their jobs. This task is usually carried out by supervisors comparing
the workers’ performance with a group of standards established by the
organization and then communicating the results to each employee. Per¬
formance appraisals are used to make personnel decisons such as discip¬
linary actions, promotions, pay increases and other related personnel
decisions. Unfortunately, some appraisal systems are not wel1-designed
and the ratings are both subjective and unfair. Once the employee per¬
ceives the performance appraisal system to be unfair there will be
little incentive to encourage superior performance on the part of such
employee.
This study underscores the fact that the employees of the City
of Paterson are extremely dissatisfied with the performance appraisal
system utilized in the city. They maintained that the appraisal instru¬
ment fails to measure job-related factors. As such, it has allowed
supervisors to be subjective and unfair. More importantly, these
workers maintain that decisions regarding promotions and pay increases





In view of the fact that the fundamental problem which all the
employees articulated has to do with the weaknesses of the design of
the appraisal instrument in the city, the writer offers the following
recommendations to improve the performance appraisal system;
1. The City of Paterson should redesign the performance
appraisal instrument so that it can measure objective
job-related factors.
2. The City of Paterson should adhere to its administrative
code.
3. The City should provide training to all the supervisors
in how to conduct performance appraisal and also to
ensure that these supervisors discharge all their respon¬
sibilities inherent in the evaluation process, such as
reviewing appraisals with employees.
APPENDIX
THE HUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT
IN PATERSON, NEW JERSEY
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Purposes of this Employee Evaluation:
To take a personal inventory, to pin-point weaknesses and strengths and to outline and
agree upon a practical improvement program. Periodically conducted, these Evaluations
will provide a history of development and progress.
Instructions:
Listed below are a number of traits, abilities and characteristics that ore important tor success in business.
Place an "X" mark on each rating scale, over the descriptive phrase which most nearly describes the
person being rated. (If this form is being used for self-evaluation, you will be describing yourself.)
Carefully evaluate each of the qualities separately.
Two common mistakes in rating are: (1) A tendency to rote nearly everyone as "average" on every trait
instead of being more critical in judgment. The rater should use the ends of the scale as well os the
middle, and (2) The "Halo Effect," i.e., o tendency to rote the same individual "excellent" on every trait
or "poor" on every trait based on the overall picture one has of the person being rated. However, each
person has strong points and weak points and these should be indicated on the rating scale.

























Grasps instructions Usually quick




























(Bronxville, ^Human Resources Department, anployee Evaluation Instru-New York: V. W. Eimicke Associates, Inc., 1978), pp. 52.
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FRIENDLINESS is the sociability ond warmth which an individual imparts in his/her behavior












PERSONALITY is an individual's behavior characteristics or his/her personal suitability for the job.
Personolity Personality Personality Very desirable Outstanding
unsatisfactory questionable satisfactory personality personality
for this job. for this job. for this job. for this job. for this job.
PERSONAL APPEARANCE is the personal impression




Very untidy; Sometimes untidy Generally neat Careful about Unusually well
poor taste in and careless aoout and clean; personal groomed; very
dress. personoi satisfactory appearance; neot; excellent
oppeoronce. personal good taste taste in dress.
appearance. in dress.
PHYSICAL FITNESS is the ability to work consistently and with only moderate fatigue. (Consider






Meets physicol and Energetic; Excellent health;
energy |ob seldom tires. no fatigue,
requirements.




































DEPENDABILITY is the ability to do required jobs well with a minimum of supervision.
Require! close Sometimes Usually takes core Requires little Requires absolute
supervision; is requires of necessory tosks supervision; minimum of
unreliable. prompting. and completes with is reliable. supervision.
reasonable
promptness.











Has overage goals Strives hard;
and usually puts has high desire






JOB KNOWLEDGE is the information concerning work duties which an individual should know



































































OVERALL EVALUATION in comparison with other employees with the same length of











Major wealt points are—
and these can be strengthened by doing the
following:
Major strong points are—
2._
3..




(If not used as a self-evaluation form, the employee should sign below)
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